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4.6.23.3.4 Cultural Resources

No new ground disturbance would be required for the alternative; all exhibit development would occur
within the existing Mississippi River Gallery on aquarium grounds. Therefore, there would be no impacts
to cultural resources.

4.6.23.3.5 Land Use and Agricultural Resources

No new ground disturbance would be required for the alternative; all exhibit development would occur
within the existing Mississippi River Gallery on aquarium grounds. Therefore, the alternative would be
consistent with existing land uses and would not impact any agricultural resources.

4.6.23.4 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES

No new ground disturbance would be required for the alternative; all exhibit development would occur
within the existing Mississippi River Gallery on aquarium grounds. Therefore, there would be no impacts
to aesthetics and visual resources.

4.6.23.5 PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY
4.6.23.5.1 Noise

Noise associated with equipment or vehicle activity during exhibit installation could result in localized,
short-term noise effects. The alternative would be located on aquarium grounds; therefore, no noise-
sensitive receptors (e.g., private residences, schools, hospitals) would be impacted. Aquarium visitors
near the alternative could be affected by noise during installation, but these activities would be short term
and consistent with other urban noise sources. No long-term, ongoing impacts would occur once the
exhibit is operational.

4.6.23.5.2 Resiliency

The alternative would not influence, sea-level rise, hurricanes, and storm surges in the region and would
be installed in existing infrastructure. Therefore, there would be no change in resiliency if the alternative
was implemented.

4.7 Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives

The alternatives would result in some adverse impacts to several environmental resources, mainly during
construction. Most of these adverse impacts are expected to be short term and/or minor.

Long-term impacts to several of the environmental resources are expected to be beneficial because
hydrology and water quality, terrestrial habitats, socioeconomic, and land use components are improved
with implementation of the nutrient reduction alternatives. Long-term impacts to several of the
environmental resources are expected to be beneficial because socioeconomic conditions, tourism, and
infrastructure components are improved with implementation of the recreational use alternatives.

A summary of the environmental consequences to each resource for each of the alternatives and the No
Action Alternative is provided in Table 4.7-1 for nutrient reduction alternatives and Table 4.7-2 for
recreational use alternatives.
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Table 4.7-1. Comparison of Impacts for the Nutrient Reduction Alternatives and No Action Alternative
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No Action Alternative NE L- NE L- NE NE L- NE NE NE NE NE NE NE NE
L-
Theme 1. Nutrient Reduction S- S- NE S- S- S- NE L- L+ NE NE Cc S+ NE S-
on Dairy Farms L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+
Theme 2. Nutrient Reduction S- S- NE S- S- S- NE L- L+ NE NE C S+ NE S-
on Crop and Grazing Land L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+
Theme 3. Winter Water S- S- NE S- S- S- NE L- L+ NE NE C S+ NE S-
Holding on Cropland L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+

Notes:

Adverse effect: -
Beneficial effect: +
Short-term effect: S
Long-term effect: L
No effect: NE

C: Consultation with the Louisiana SHPO to determine any additional requirements may be necessary if any ground disturbing activities are proposed outside the existing infrastructure footprints under the

alternative.
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Table 4.7-2. Comparison of Impacts for the Recreational Use Alternatives and No Action Alternative
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No Action Alternative NE L- NE L- NE NE L- NE NE NE NE NE NE NE NE
L-
Pass-a-Loutre Wildlife L- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ S- C NE S- S-
Management Area Crevasse L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+
Access
Pass-a-Loutre Wildlife S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ S- C NE S- S-
Management Area L-+ L- L+ L+
Campgrounds
Grand Isle State Park S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ L+ C NE S- S-
Improvements L-+ L- L-
Chitimacha Boat Launch S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ S- Cc NE S- S-
L- L- L- L- L+ L+
Sam Houston Jones State S- S- S- S- NE S- NE L- L+ L+ S- C NE S- S-
Park Improvements L- L+ L+ L-
Pointe-aux-Chenes Rec Use S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ S+ C NE S- S-
Enhancement L- L- L- L- L- L+ L+ L-
WHARF Phase 1 S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ L-+ C NE S- S-
L- L- L+ L-
Bayou Segnette State Park S- S- S- S- NE S- NE L- L+ L+ L-+ C NE S- S-
Improvements L- L+ L-+
Atchafalaya Delta Wildlife S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ L+ C NE S- S-
Management Area Access L- L+ L+ L-
Atchafalaya Delta Wildlife S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ L+ C NE S- S-
Management Area L- L- L- L+ L-
Campgrounds
Rockefeller Piers and S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ L+ C NE S- S-
Rockefeller Signage L- L+ L-
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Alternatives g n o ©
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St. Bernard State Park S- S- S- S- NE S- NE L- L+ L+ L+ C NE S- S-
Improvements L- L+ L-
Cypremort Point State Park S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ L+ C NE S- S-
Improvements L-+ L-+ L+ L-+
The Wetlands Center S- S- S- S- NE S- S- L- L+ L+ L+ C NE S- S-
L- L- L- L- L-+ L-
Recreational Use S- S- S- S- NE S- S- L- L+ L+ L+ (o} NE S- S-
Improvements at Barataria L- L-+
Preserve in Jefferson Parish,
Jean Lafitte National
Historical Park and Preserve,
Barataria Preserve Unit
Des Allemands Boat Launch S- S- S- S- NE S- S- L- L+ L+ L+ C NE S- S-
L- L- L- L-+ L-
Middle Pearl S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ L+ C NE S- S-
L- L- L- L+ L-
Improvements to Grand S- S- S- S- NE S- S- L- L+ L+ L+ C NE S- S-
Avoille Boat Launch L- L- L+ L-
Belle Chasse S- S- S- S- S- NE S- L- L+ L+ L+ C NE S- S-
L- L- L- L+ L-
Caminada Pass Bridge S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ L+ C NE S- S-
Fishing Pier Restoration, L- L-
Jefferson Parish, Region 2,
Barataria Basin
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Palmetto Island State Park S- S- S- S- NE S- NE L- L+ L+ L+ C NE S- S-
Improvements L- L- L+ L-
Louisiana Swamp Exhibit at NE NE NE S- NE NE NE NE L+ L+ NE NE NE NE S-
Audubon Zoo
Louisiana Wetlands Gallery NE NE NE S- NE NE NE NE L+ L+ NE NE NE NE S-
at Audubon Aquarium

Notes:

Adverse effect: -
Beneficial effect: +
Short-term effect: S
Long-term effect: L
No effect: NE

C: Consultation with the Louisiana SHPO to determine any additional requirements may be necessary if any ground disturbing activities are proposed outside the existing infrastructure footprints under the

alternative.
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4.8 Preferred Alternatives

As discussed in Section 3.1.1, alternatives were initially screened based on OPA-defined criteria.
Alternatives were also analyzed to determine the type and severity of potential environmental impacts that
might result from the alternatives per NEPA.

The OPA and NEPA analyses were conducted for the reasonable range of 23 recreational use and eight
nutrient reduction alternatives that would provide benefits to the physical environment, biological
environment, and socioeconomics resources without causing substantial adverse impacts. Ultimately, the
LA TIG identified alternatives that are preferred for implementation in this Final RP/EA based on the
OPA evaluation of cost-effectiveness or likelihood of success.

As a result of the OPA evaluation, 19 recreational use alternatives and four nutrient reduction alternatives
are proposed by the LA TIG as preferred for implementation (Tables 4.8-1 and 4.8-2, respectively). As
stated in the Final PDARP/PEIS, the No Action alternative “does not meet the purpose and need for
restoration of injured resources and services” and therefore, is not identified as a preferred alternative.

Table 4.8-1. Nutrient Reduction Preferred Alternatives

Nutrient Reduction on Dairy Farms in St. Helena and Tangipahoa Parishes (as described under Theme 1)

Nutrient Reduction on Dairy Farms in Washington Parish (as described under Theme 1)

Nutrient Reduction on Cropland and Grazing Land in Bayou Folse (as described under Theme 2)

Winter Water Holding on Cropland in Vermilion and Cameron Parishes Plus Agricultural Best Management Practices (as described
under Theme 3)

Table 4.8-2. Recreational Use Preferred Alternatives

Pass-a-Loutre Wildlife Management Area Campgrounds

Pass-a-Loutre Wildlife Management Area Crevasse Access

Grand Isle State Park Improvements

Chitimacha Boat Launch

Sam Houston Jones State Park Improvements

Pointe-aux-Chenes Wildlife Management Area Recreational Use Enhancement

WHARF Phase 1

Bayou Segnette State Park Improvements

Atchafalaya Delta Wildlife Management Area Access

Atchafalaya Delta Wildlife Management Area Campgrounds

Rockefeller Piers and Rockefeller Signage

St. Bernard State Park Improvements

Cypremort Point State Park Improvements

The Wetlands Center

Recreational Use Improvements at Barataria Preserve in Jefferson Parish, Jean Lafitte National Historical Park and Preserve,
Barataria Preserve Unit

Des Allemands Boat Launch

Middle Pearl

Improvements to Grand Avoille Boat Launch

Belle Chasse
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5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts are defined as “the impact on the environment which results from the incremental
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (federal or nonfederal) or person undertake such other actions” (40 CFR
1508.7). The CEQ regulations to implement NEPA require the assessment of cumulative impacts be taken
into consideration in the decision-making process for federal projects, plans, and programs. Cumulative
impacts need to be analyzed in a meaningful manner that considers the specific resource, ecosystem, and
human community being affected by the alternatives and should be considered for all alternatives,
including the No Action Alternative (CEQ 1997).

The cumulative impacts analysis conducted for this RP/EA is consistent with CEQ regulations and
considers the environmental impacts of the alternatives when added to impacts of past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions in each alternative’s impact zone. Additionally, Section 6.6 and
Appendix 6B of the Final PDARP/PEIS are incorporated by reference into the following cumulative
impacts analysis. The multistep approach used for evaluating cumulative impacts for this RP/EA is
consistent with the methodology used in the Final PDARP/PEIS and subsequent documents and is
described below.

5.1 Cumulative Impacts Methodology
5.1.1 Establishing Groups for Analysis

The broad geographic scope and number of individual alternatives considered in this RP/EA pose unique
challenges in assessing cumulative impacts in a manner that is meaningful to decision-making.
Additionally, given the variety in the types of impacts and degree to which impacts to various resources
from each of the alternatives are expected, a practical and feasible means to evaluate cumulative impacts
had to be developed.

Independent cumulative impacts analyses for individual alternatives were determined to be impractical
given the proximity of some alternatives and high number of other actions in the vicinity. Individual
alternative assessments would also result in a significant amount of repetition in the document. Consistent
with the Final PDARP/PEIS and DWH Qil Spill restoration efforts, the nutrient reduction alternatives
considered in this RP/EA are targeting restoring habitat and resource conditions within Louisiana
watersheds, thus, improving water quality in coastal environments affected by the spill. Therefore, the
alternatives for nutrient reduction and recreational use were grouped in a manner consistent with major
Louisiana watersheds. USGS HUCs were identified as a means to accomplish this goal (NRCS 2007).
Based on the spatial distribution of the alternatives and the goal to have meaningful groups, the areas
designated at six-digit HUCs were determined the most practical grouping approach (Figure 5.1-1).

Grouping the alternatives in this manner resulted in a total of eight groups, ranging between one and 11
alternatives per group (Table 5.1-1). The remaining sections describe how the alternatives were evaluated
for cumulative impacts, using the eight groups.
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Figure 5.1-1. Groups of alternatives used for cumulative impact analysis.
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Table 5.1-1. Alternatives Grouped by Six-Digit Hydrologic Unit Codes

Alternative Name Alternative Type

Group 1: Pearl HUC 031800

Nutrient Reduction on Dairy Farms in Washington Parish

Nutrient reduction

Middle Pearl

Recreational use

Group 2: Lake Pontchartrain HUC 080902

Louisiana Wetlands Gallery at Audubon Aquarium

Recreational use

St. Bernard State Park Improvements

Recreational use

Group 3: Lake Maurepas HUC 080702

Nutrient Reduction on Dairy Farms in St. Helena and Tangipahoa Parishes

Nutrient reduction

Group 4: Central Louisiana Coastal HUC 080903

Louisiana Swamp Exhibit at Audubon Zoo

Recreational use

Bayou Segnette State Park Improvements

Recreational use

WHARF Phase 1

Recreational use

Recreational Use Improvements at Barataria Preserve in Jefferson Parish, Jean Lafitte National
Historical Park and Preserve, Barataria Preserve Unit

Recreational use

Belle Chasse

Recreational use

The Wetlands Center

Recreational use

Des Allemands Boat Launch

Recreational use

Nutrient Reduction on Cropland and Grazing Land in Bayou Folse

Nutrient reduction

Pointe-aux-Chenes Wildlife Management Area Recreational Use Enhancement

Recreational use

Grand Isle State Park Improvements

Recreational use

Caminada Pass Bridge Fishing Pier Restoration, Jefferson Parish, Region 2, Barataria Basin

Recreational use

Group 5: Lower Mississippi New Orleans HUC 080901

Pass-a-Loutre Wildlife Management Area Crevasse Access

Recreational use

Pass-a-Loutre Wildlife Management Area Campgrounds

Recreational use

Group 6: Atchafalaya Vermillion HUC 080801

Grand Avoille Boat Launch

Recreational use

Chitimacha Boat Launch

Recreational use

Palmetto Island State Park Improvements

Recreational use

Cypremort Point State Park Improvements

Recreational use

Atchafalaya Delta Wildlife Management Area Campgrounds

Recreational use

Atchafalaya Delta Wildlife Management Area Access

Recreational use

Nutrient Reduction and Management on Cropland and Grazing Lands in Iberia, St. Mary, and
Vermilion Parishes

Nutrient reduction

Group 7: Calcasieu Mermentau HUC 080802

Sam Houston Jones State Park Improvements

Recreational use

Rockefeller Piers and Rockefeller Signage

Recreational use

Winter Water Holding on Cropland in Vermilion and Cameron Parishes Plus Agricultural Best
Management Practices

Nutrient reduction

Winter Water Holding on Cropland in St. Mary, St. Martin, Iberia, Lafayette, Acadia, and Jefferson
Davis Parishes

Nutrient reduction

Group 8: Lower Red HUC 080403

Nutrient Reduction on Cropland and Grazing Land in Concordia, Catahoula, and Tensas Parishes

Nutrient reduction

Winter Water Holding on Cropland in Concordia, Tensas, and Catahoula Parishes

Nutrient reduction
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5.1.2 Step 1: Identify Resources

In this step, each resource affected by the alternatives within a HUC Group is identified. For the purposes
of this evaluation, the direct and indirect impacts for each alternative within each group were summarized
in tabular format and presented in the following evaluation sections. Potential alternative-related impacts
are represented as being either short- or long-term adverse or beneficial impacts. In the case that direct
and indirect analyses conclude that a particular resource is not affected by the alternatives within a group,
that or those resource(s) were not included in the cumulative impact analysis for that group. Although
short-term impacts are expected to be spread out over time and not contribute significantly to cumulative
impacts in each group, these resources remain in the cumulative impact analysis for each group.

Nutrient reduction alternatives would be reviewed for cultural resource effects prior to construction of
CPs. No effects determinations have been made at this time. Consultation would occur as necessary as
part of this voluntary program administered by USDA. Recreational use alternatives would be required to
consult with the Louisiana SHPO, depending on the presence of known cultural resources. Because of the
unknowns associated with potential impact to cultural resources and because the Louisiana SHPO and
tribes would be consulted for all alternatives, as necessary, this category was excluded from consideration
in the cumulative analysis.

5.1.3 Step 2: Establish Boundaries

Consistent with CEQ guidance (CEQ 1997), affected resource—specific spatial and temporal boundaries
must be established in order to identify past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions for
consideration in the cumulative impact analysis. For the purposes of this analysis, spatial boundaries are
defined by group, while temporal boundaries are consistent for all alternatives considered, as described
below.

The spatial boundary is the defined area in which past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
have taken place, are taking place, or could take place and result in cumulative impacts on the affected
resources when combined with the alternatives within a group being considered. For this analysis, the
spatial boundaries are defined slightly differently for nutrient reduction compared to recreational use
alternatives. For nutrient reduction alternatives, the spatial boundary of analysis includes the affected 12-
digit HUC for each alternative and immediate areas. For recreational use alternatives, the spatial boundary
of analysis includes those areas where each alternative within a group would occur and adjacent vicinities.
In instances in which few to no alternatives were identified within these spatial boundaries, the types of
alternatives typical to the six-digit HUC in the alternatives group were considered, as was professional
judgement and a working knowledge of efforts within the region.

The temporal boundary of analysis describes how far into the past and forward into the future actions
should be considered in the cumulative impact analysis. CEQ guidance on consideration of past actions
notes that past actions should only be considered insofar as it informs agency decision making and that
listing or analyzing the effects of individual past actions is not necessary unless such information is
needed to describe the cumulative effect of all past actions (CEQ 2005). Therefore, it is typical that
effects of past actions are combined rather than discussed individually and only past actions that continue
to have current cumulative impact effects on the affected resources being evaluated are considered in the
cumulative impact analysis. Because past actions have led to the condition that is currently present in the
environment, it is generally accepted that, with few exceptions, past actions are captured in the
description of existing conditions in the affected environment sections of a NEPA document.

5-4



Louisiana Trustee Implementation Group Final Restoration Plan and Environmental Assessment #4:
Nutrient Reduction (Nonpoint Source) and Recreational Use

Present actions are those that are actively occurring and result in impacts on the same resources within the
same spatial boundary as the alternatives being considered. Reasonably foreseeable future actions are
those that are likely to occur and affect the same resource as the alternatives. The likelihood of a future
action to occur must be determined in a manner that allows a level of certainty and is typically met based
on completion of permit application, inclusion of approved proposals or planning documents, or other
similar evidence. Determination of how far into the future to consider such actions is based on the impact
of the alternatives being considered. For this RP/EA, reasonably foreseeable future actions are considered
separately for nutrient reduction and recreational use alternatives. For nutrient reduction alternatives, the
temporal boundary of analysis extends until funding for Louisiana nutrient reduction alternatives is
depleted. The estimated timeframe for use of such funds is approximately 8 years from the signing of the
RP/EA decision. For recreational use alternatives, the temporal boundary of analysis extends to the limit
of funding for Louisiana recreational use alternatives is depleted. It should be noted that upon completion
of alternatives implemented as approved in this RP/EA, only minor funding for recreational use
alternatives in Louisiana would remain.

5.1.4 Step 3: Identify Cumulative Action Scenarios

The cumulative action scenario describes the types of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions that are included in the cumulative impact analysis for each affected resource identified within a
group. The actions fall within the spatial and temporal boundaries established for the analysis and, for the
purposes of this analysis, are grouped consistent with the categories considered in the Final PDARP/PEIS
and subsequent RP/EAs. Categories consistent with the Final PDARP/PEIS that had no applicable actions
for the analysis within each group were not included in the tables. Because actions are grouped by general
project type, the impact assessment for each action reflects the types of short- and long-term impacts that
can be expected from the activities generally associated with that type of action.

The scenario for each group was identified by obtaining LDNR Coastal Management project information
from the Strategic Online Natural Resources Information System database (LDNR 2018). The alternatives
are primarily coastal; therefore regulations pertaining to coastal actions were considered in developing the
scenario for each group. Therefore, project information within the spatial boundaries defined for each
group (essentially the defined alternative area or 12-digit HUC, with an approximate 1-mile buffer) were
obtained. Additional sources considered include other restoration projects related to the DWH Oil Spill
and projects from the 2017 CPRA Master Plan (CPRA 2017) that share the same spatial and temporal
boundaries for each group considered. Based on the information obtained, the types of past, present, and
future activities were categorized and summarized by group. All projects identified were either
determined to be major actions to be considered independently or generalized by activity type. CPRA
Master Plan projects that were generalized were categorized consistent with how they were defined in the
Master Plan (e.g., structural protection, shoreline protection, barrier island restoration, and marsh
creation).

5.1.5 Step 4: Cumulative Impacts Analysis

The final step in the cumulative impact analysis is determining the incremental impact of the alternatives
(X), when added to the impacts from applicable past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions
(Y), yielding the potential cumulative impacts of the alternatives and applicable actions identified in the
scenario for each group on the affected resources identified for that group (Z). Consistent with the Final
PDARP/PEIS and subsequent RP/EAs, this is simply stated as X + Y = Z.
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Cumulative impact analysis was accomplished by considering the type of impacts associated with each
action in the scenario identified for that group and for the resources potentially impacted by alternatives in
that group. Results are presented in tabular format for each group, similar to how affected resources were
identified and presented for each group (see Step 1), by identifying short- and long-term adverse and
beneficial impacts anticipated to result from each activity. This allows identification of potential adverse
cumulative impacts in resource categories where impacts from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions might overlap those of the group alternatives. Additionally, this information essentially
represents the cumulative impact scenario for the No Action Alternative for the resources identified for
analysis within each group.

For most instances, the LA TIG anticipate that short-term impacts would be spread out over time, thus not
resulting in substantial adverse cumulative impacts.

5.2 Cumulative Impacts Analysis

5.2.1 Group 1: Pearl HUC

Group 1 consists of two alternatives: one nutrient reduction alternative and one recreational use
alternative (Table 5.2-1).

5.2.1.1 AFFECTED RESOURCES

Resource impacts associated with Group 1 alternatives are summarized in Table 5.2-1. In general, long-
term impacts for Group 1 alternatives are positive for most resources or there would be adverse effects for
one alternative and beneficial for the other. Adverse, short-term impacts are expected for air quality and
invasive species. Land use and agricultural resources would not be affected by Group 1 alternatives; thus,
this category has been removed from consideration in Group 1 cumulative effects analysis.

5.2.1.2 CUMULATIVE ACTION SCENARIOS

Based on review of information available for Group 1, the types of projects and actions identified are
summarized in Table 5.2-2.
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Table 5.2-1. Summary of Impacts of Alternatives in Group 1
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Nutrient Reduction on Dairy S- S- NE S S S- NE L- L+ NE NE S+ NE S-
Farms in Washington Parish L+ L+ -L+ -L+ L+ L+ L+
Middle Pearl S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ L+ NE S- S-
L- L- L- L+ L-

Notes:

Adverse effect: -

Beneficial effect: +

Short-term effect: S

Long-term effect: L

No effect: NE

Shaded columns represent resource categories removed from consideration for that group.
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Table 5.2-2. Other Actions in Group 1 Identified for Cumulative Impacts Analysis
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Energy Activities

Oil and gas pipeline and S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- S+ S- S- L- NE

well activity L- L- L+ L+/- L+

Dredged Material Disposal

Drainage maintenance and S- S- S- S- NE S- NE L- S+ NE L+ S- L+

improvement projects L+ L- L+

Coastal Development and Land Use

Nonstructural risk reduction NE NE NE NE NE NE NE NE L+ NE L+ NE L+

projects (CPRA MP)

Marsh creation project S- S- S- S- NE S- S- NE NE S- NE S- NE

(CPRA MP) L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+

Commercial, residential, S- S- S- S- NE S- S- S- S+ NE S- S- NE

and other development L- L- L- L- L+ L- L-

Roadway improvement S- S- S- S- NE S- S- S- S+ NE L+ S- S-

and maintenance L- L+

Notes:

Adverse effect: -
Beneficial effect: +
Short-term effect: S
Long-term effect: L
No effect: NE

5-8



Louisiana Trustee Implementation Group Final Restoration Plan and Environmental Assessment #4:
Nutrient Reduction (Nonpoint Source) and Recreational Use

5.2.1.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS

Table 5.2-2 identifies the resource categories where there is a possibility that impacts of present and
reasonably foreseeable future actions might overlap those of the Group 1 alternatives and, therefore, result
in adverse cumulative impacts. Generally speaking, cumulative impacts for Group 1 would be expected to
result in potential adverse, long-term impacts to terrestrial habitats and wildlife caused by direct
conversion of habitat. Other actions could also result in potential adverse, long-term impact due to
increased potential to spread or introduce invasive species, and the alternatives in Group 1 would
contribute short-term incremental impacts to potential spread of invasive species. Group 1 alternatives
could incrementally contribute to long-term beneficial effects in the area to socioeconomic, tourism and
recreation, infrastructure, and public health and safety. Potential long-term impacts to other resources
(geology, hydrology and water quality, and coastal and nearshore habitats) would be both adverse and
beneficial over the long term.

5.2.2 Group 2: Lake Pontchartrain HUC

Group 2 consists of two recreational use alternatives (Table 5.2-3). It should be noted that the Louisiana
Wetlands Gallery at Audubon Aquarium Alternative would not involve any construction activities, as it
entails revision of an existing facility for a new gallery concept.

5.2.21 AFFECTED RESOURCES

Resource impacts associated with Group 2 alternatives are summarized in Table 5.2-3. In general, both
short-term and long-term impacts for Group 2 alternatives are associated with the St. Bernard State Park
Improvements alternative, with the exception of anticipated long-term beneficial effects to
socioeconomics and tourism/recreation from both alternatives. Adverse, long-term effects to geology and
substrates would be minor and limited to the footprint of new features. Multiple resources would be
affected by short-term impacts during construction. Protected species, coastal species, and land use and
agricultural resources would not be affected by Group 2 alternatives, thus this category has been removed
from consideration in Group 2 cumulative effects analysis.

5.2.2.2 CUMULATIVE ACTION SCENARIOS

Based on review of information available for Group 2, the types of projects and actions identified are
summarized in Table 5.2-4.
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Table 5.2-3. Summary of Impacts of Alternatives in Group 2
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Louisiana Wetlands Gallery NE
A NE NE NE S- NE NE NE NE L+ L+ NE NE S-
at Audubon Aquarium
St. Bernard State Park S- S- S-
S- S- S- NE S- NE L- L+ L+ L+ L+ NE
Improvements L- L-
Notes:

Adverse effect: -
Beneficial effect: +
Short-term effect: S
Long-term effect: L
No effect: NE

Shaded columns represent resource categories removed from consideration for that group.
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Table 5.2-4. Other Actions in Group 2 identified for Cumulative Impacts Analysis
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Tourism and Recreation
Park upgrades-walk/bike paths, lighting S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L+ S- S-
L- L- L- L- L- L+ L+ L+ L+
Marine Transportation
Maintenance dredging, floating barge dock S- S- S- S- S- S- S+ S- L+ S- S-
and platforms, L- L- L- L+ L+ L-
Energy Activities
Oil and gas pipeline and well activity S- S- S- S- S- S- S+ S- S- L- NE
L- L- L- L+ L+/- L+
Marine Mineral Mining, Including Sand and Gravel Mining
Excavation for borrow and composting S- S- S- S- S- S- NE NE NE L- NE
L- L- L- L-
Dredged Material Disposal
Drainage maintenance and improvement S- S- S- S- S- S- S+ NE L+ S- L+
projects L+ L- L+
Levee construction and maintenance S- S- S- S- S- S- S+ S- L+ S- L+
L+/- L+/- L+/- L+ L+
Placement of maintenance and new work S- S- S- S- S- S- NE S- NE S- NE
dredged material L- L- L+ L- L+/- L+
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Coastal Development and Land Use
Nonstructural risk reduction projects NE NE NE NE NE S- L+ NE L+ NE L+
(CPRA MP)
Sediment diversions (CPRA MP) S- S- S- S- S- S- L+/- S- S- S- S-
L+/- L+/- L+/- L+/- L+/- L+/- L+ L+/-
Marsh creation projects (CPRA MP) S- S- S- S- S- S- NE S- NE S- NE
L+ L+ L+ L+ L+
Structural protection (CPRA MP) S- S- S- S- S- S- S+ S- L+ S- L+
L- L- L+ L+
Commercial, residential, and other S- S- S- S- S- S- S+ NE S- S- NE
development L- L- L- L- L+ L- L-
Roadway improvement and maintenance S- S- S- S- S- S- S+ NE L+ S- S-
L- L- L+
Fisheries and Aquaculture
Caernarvon bass rearing fish ponds S- S- S- S- S- S- S+ L+ NE NE NE
L- L+

Notes:

Adverse effect: -
Beneficial effect: +
Short-term effect: S
Long-term effect: L
No effect: NE
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5.2.2.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS

Generally speaking, cumulative impacts for Group 2 are expected to result in potential adverse, long-term
impacts to geology and substrates caused by direct conversion to impervious areas and to invasive
species, primarily from increased edge habitat allowing for establishment of invasive flora and fauna
(Table 5.2-4). However, the alternatives in Group 2 would not contribute to those impacts, other than
potential for short term, minor impact during construction activities. One of the Group 2 projects could
have a small incremental contribution to adverse, long-term impacts to hydrology and water quality,
primarily from risk of accidental spills from boats. Other actions in the area have both adverse and
beneficial effects to water quality and hydrology, with both beneficial and adverse cumulative impacts
expected and adverse effects expected to be minor. Potential beneficial long-term impacts in the area
could occur to multiple resources, and both alternatives in Group 2 would also contribute to beneficial
impact to those resources (socioeconomic, tourism and recreation, and infrastructure), with the exception
of public health and safety. Potential long-term impacts to terrestrial and coastal habitats and wildlife
would be both adverse and beneficial, while Group 2 alternatives do not contribute to long-term impacts
to those resources.

5.2.3 Group 3: Lake Maurepas HUC

Group 3 consists of one proposed nutrient reduction alternative.

5.2.3.1 AFFECTED RESOURCES

Resource impacts associated with Group 3 are summarized in Table 5.2-5. In general, both short-term and
long-term impacts for Group 3 are expected to be fairly minor. No adverse, long-term effects would be
anticipated. Multiple resources would be affected by short-term impacts during construction. Air quality,
coastal species, tourism and recreation, and infrastructure would not be affected by the Group 3
alternative, thus these categories have been removed from consideration in Group 3 cumulative effects
analysis.

5.2.3.2 CUMULATIVE ACTION SCENARIOS

Based on review of information available for Group 3, the types of projects and actions identified are
summarized in Table 5.2-6.
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Table 5.2-5. Summary of Impacts of Alternative in Group 3
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Nutrient Reduction on Dairy Farms in S- S- NE S- S- S- NE L- L+ NE NE NE S+ S-
St. Helena and Tangipahoa Parishes L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+

Notes:

Adverse effect: -

Beneficial effect: +

Short-term effect: S

Long-term effect: L

No effect: NE

Shaded columns represent resource categories removed from consideration for that group.
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Table 5.2-6. Other Actions in Group 3 Identified for Cumulative Impacts Analysis
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Tourism and Recreation
WMA management activities NE L+/- NE L+ L+/- L+ L+ L+ NE NE NE
Energy Activities
Oil and gas pipeline activity S- S- S- S- S- S- L- S+ L- S- NE
L- L- L- L+ L+/-
Development and Land Use
Logging activities (silviculture) S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S+ L- NE S-
L- L+/- L+/- L+/- L- L+
Commercial, residential, and other S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S+ S- NE NE
development (rural) L- L- L- L- L- L+ L-
Roadway improvement and maintenance S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S+ S- S- S-
L- L- L+ L+

Notes:

Adverse effect: -
Beneficial effect: +
Short-term effect: S
Long-term effect: L
No effect: NE
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5.2.3.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS

Generally speaking, cumulative impacts from actions in Group 3 are expected to result in potential
adverse, long-term impacts to geology and substrates, hydrology and water quality, terrestrial habitat and
wildlife, protected species, and invasive species (see Table 5.2-6). In general, these adverse, long-term
impacts would occur from logging and oil and gas activity, general development, and roadway
improvement and maintenance within the area, with the alternative not contributing to long-term negative
effects. Alternatives in Group 3 could incrementally contribute to long-term beneficial effects in the area
for land use and agricultural resources, as well as public health and safety.

5.2.4 Group 4: Central Louisiana Coastal HUC

Group 4 consists of 11 alternatives: one nutrient reduction alternative and 10 recreational use alternatives
(Table 5.2-7).

5.2.4.1 AFFECTED RESOURCES

Resource impacts associated with Group 4 alternatives are summarized in Table 5.2-7. In general, both
short-term and long-term impacts for Group 4 alternatives are associated with most resources, with the
exception of invasive species, which would only experience adverse, short-term impacts. Adverse, long-
term effects to resources are expected to be minor, primarily associated with increased human activity,
direct conversion of habitat to small structures, or risk of spills from watercraft. Overall, beneficial long-
term impacts are expected for socioeconomics, tourism and recreation, infrastructure, land use, and public
health and safety. Multiple resources would be affected by short-term impacts during construction.

5.2.4.2 CUMULATIVE ACTION SCENARIOS

Based upon review of information available for Group 4, the types of projects and actions are reflected in
Table 5.2-8.
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Table 5.2-7. Summary of Impacts of Alternatives in Group 4
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Nutrient Reduction on Cropland and S- S- NE S- S- S- NE L- L+ NE NE NE S+ S-
Grazing Land in Bayou Folse L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+
Bayou Segnette State Park S- S- S- S- NE S- NE L- L+ L+ L-+ S- NE S-
Improvements L- L+ L-+
Louisiana Swamp Exhibit at Audubon NE NE NE S- NE NE NE NE L+ L+ NE NE NE S-
Zoo
WHARF Phase 1 S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ L+- S- NE S-
L- L- L+ L-
Recreational Use improvements at S- S- S- S- NE S- S- L- L+ L+ L+ S- NE S-
Barataria Preserve in Jefferson Parish, L- L-+
Jean Lafitte National Historical Park
and Preserve, Barataria Preserve Unit
Belle Chasse S- S- S- S- S- NE S- L- L+ L+ L+ S- NE S-
L- L- L- L+ L-
The Wetlands Center S- S- S- S- NE S- S- L- L+ L+ L+ S- NE S-
L- L- L- L- L-+ L-
Des Allemands Boat Launch S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ L+ S- NE S-
L- L- L- L-+ L-
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Pointe-aux-Chenes Wildlife S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ S+ S- NE S-
Management Area Recreational Use L- L- L- L- L- L+ L+ L-
Enhancement
Grand Isle State Park Improvements S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ L+ S- NE S-
L-+ L- L-
Caminada Pass Bridge Fishing Pier S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ L+ S- NE S-
Restoration, Jefferson Parish, Region L- L-

2, Barataria Basin

Notes:

Adverse effect: -
Beneficial effect: +
Short-term effect: S
Long-term effect: L
No effect: NE
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Table 5.2-8. Other Actions in Group 4 Identified for Cumulative Impacts Analysis
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Restoration Related to the DWH Oil Spill
Mid-Barataria Sediment Diversion project S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L+/- S- S- S- S- S-
L+/- L+/- L+/- L+/- L+/- L+/- L+/- L+ L+/- L+/-
Large-scale marsh creation: Component E S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- NE S- NE S- NE L+
projects L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+/- L+
Tourism and Recreation
Park upgrades-walk/bike paths, lighting S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L+ S- NE S-
L- L- L- L- L- L+ L+ L+ L+
Marine Transportation
Dredging, floating barge dock and platforms, S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S+ S- L+ S- NE S-
L- L- L- L- L+ L- L- L+ L-
Energy Activities
Oil and gas pipeline and well activity S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- S+ S- S- L- S- NE
L- L- L+ L+/- L+ L-
Marine Mineral Mining, Including Sand and Gravel Mining
Excavation for borrow S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- NE NE NE L- S- NE
L- L- L- L- L- L-
Dredged Material Disposal
Drainage maintenance and improvement projects S- S- S- S- NE S- NE L- S+ NE L+ S- S- L+
L+ L- L+ L+
Levee construction and maintenance S- S- S- S- NE S- S- S- S+ S- L+ S- S- L+
L+/- L+/- L+/- L+/- L+ L+ L+/-
Placement of maintenance and new work S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- NE S- NE S- NE NE
dredged material L- L- L+ L- L- L+/- L+
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Coastal Development and Land Use
Nonstructural risk reduction projects (CPRA MP) NE NE NE NE NE NE NE NE L+ NE L+ NE NE L+
Sediment diversions (CPRA MP) S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L+/- S- S- S- S- S-
L+/- L+/- L+/- L+/- L+/- L+/- L+/- L+ L+/- L+/-
Marsh creation projects (CPRA MP) S- S- S- S- NE S- S- NE NE S- NE S- NE L+
L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+
Hydrologic restoration (CPRA MP) S- S- S- S- NE S- S- S- NE S- S- S- NE L+
L+ L+ L+/- L+/- L- L+ L+ L+
Structural protection (CPRA MP) S- S- S- S- NE S- S- S- S+ S- L+ S- L+ L+
L+/- L- L- L- L+ L+
Shoreline protection (CPRA MP) S- S- S- S- S- S- S- NE NE S- NE S- NE L+
L+/- L+/- L+ L+/- L+ L+/- L+ L+
Ridge restoration (CPRA MP) S- S- S- S- NE S- S- S- NE NE NE S- NE L+
L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+
Commercial, residential, and other development S- S- S- S- NE S- S- S- S+ NE S- S- S- NE
L- L- L- L- L+ L- L-
Roadway and rail improvement and maintenance S- S- S- S- NE S- S- S- S+ NE L+ S- S- S-
L- L- L- L- L- L+/- L+
Fisheries and Aquaculture
Creation and maintenance of crawfish ponds and S- S- S- NE NE S- NE NE L+ NE NE NE NE NE
associated facilities L+

Notes:

Adverse effect: -
Beneficial effect: +
Short-term effect: S
Long-term effect: L
No effect: NE
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5.2.4.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS

Generally speaking, cumulative impacts for Group 4 are expected to result in potential adverse, long-term
impacts that are primarily minor in nature and associated with infrastructure improvement and activities
common in the area, such as excavation for borrow material and dredging activities (see Table 5.2-8).
Long-term beneficial impacts could result from other activities in the area aimed at coastal restoration and
drainage improvement. Alternatives in Group 4 could provide an incremental contribution to long-term
beneficial effects to socioeconomics, tourism and recreation, land use, and public health and safety in the
area.

5.2.5 Group 5: Lower Mississippi New Orleans HUC

Group 5 consists of two recreational use alternatives (Table 5.2-9).

5.2.5.1 AFFECTED RESOURCES

Resource impacts associated with Group 5 alternatives are summarized in Table 5.2-9. In general, both
short-term and long-term impacts for Group 5 alternatives are associated with most resources, with the
exception of land use and agricultural resources, which are not expected to be affected, and air quality,
protected species, and invasive species, which would only experience adverse, short-term impacts.
Adverse, long-term effects to resources are expected to be minor, primarily associated with increased
human activity, direct conversion of habitat to small structures, or increased waste or improperly disposed
fishing gear from recreational use. Overall, beneficial long-term impacts are expected for most resources,
primarily due to reduced erosion, increased water quality, and improved recreational opportunities.
Multiple resources would be affected by short-term impacts during construction. Because no impacts are
expected for land use and agricultural resources, this category was removed from consideration in the
cumulative assessment for Group 5.

5.2.5.2 CUMULATIVE ACTION SCENARIOS

Based upon review of information available for Group 5, the types of projects and actions are reflected in
Table 5.2-10.
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Table 5.2-9. Summary of Impacts of Alternatives in Group 5
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Pass-a-Loutre Wildlife Management L- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ S- S- NE S-
Area Crevasse Access L+ L+ L- L+ L+ L+ L+
Pass-a-Loutre Wildlife Management S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ S- S- NE S-
Area Campgrounds L-+ L- L+ L+

Notes:

Adverse effect: -

Beneficial effect: +

Short-term effect: S

Long-term effect: L

No effect: NE

Shaded columns represent resource categories removed from consideration for that group.
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Table 5.2-10. Other Actions in Group 5 Identified for Cumulative Impacts Analysis
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Cumulative Impacts Analysis ° = © © -
I 5 S 2 5 &
0 e 3 3 o g0 2
Qo ® I Té I'; 3 8 2w -_ R
J 3 Z 9 = £ 2% |§8o z &
2 g ‘3’ 8 @ L H] " x¥ S 505 S S
2 © 8 ] S0 2 o o2 o XS c
7] T T o ® @ =T 7] ‘S =T ¥ o T ©
S c 2> s oI % g= w @ ES e 2 s £
2 S S| Ze » = T 2 28 | £32| 2 2@ s
© 35S £ s £ ° s> = @ GE | ® 33 3] o o @
) <) s £5 2 £ pe g g | ECo 2 3 L =
4 ° S n S o n = o 2 ) » £ = o5 ™
2 238 I o= ] 0 ® £ @ oL | 25 E 9 S0 =
S | 38 | = 52 | B 59 | s g 82 | 3858 | £ 22 | 2
o r=s < - o [ = £ Ouw | —DiL £ < a
Tourism and Recreation
Delta National Wildlife Refuge maintenance S- NE S- L+ NE L+ L+ L+ NE L+ NE S- L+
L+
Marine Transportation
Dredging, floating barge dock and S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S+ S- L+ S- S-
platforms, slip maintenance, and propwash L- L- L- L- L+ L- L- L+ L-
Energy Activities
Oil and gas pipeline and well activity S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- S+ S- S- L- NE
L- L- L+ L+/- L+
Marine Mineral Mining, Including Sand and Gravel Mining
Excavation for borrow S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- NE NE NE L- NE
L- L- L- L- L-
Dredged Material Disposal
Drainage maintenance and improvement S- S- S- S- NE S- NE L- S+ NE L+ S- L+
projects L+ L- L+
Levee construction and maintenance S- S- S- S- NE S- S- S- S+ S- L+ S- L+
L+/- L+/- L+/- L+/- L+ L+
Placement of maintenance and new work S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- NE S- NE S- NE
dredged material L- L- L+ L- L- L+/- L+
Beneficial use of dredged material S- S- S- S- NE L+ S- S- NE S- NE L+ NE
L+ L+ L+ L+
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Coastal Development and Land Use
Marsh creation projects S- S- S- S- NE S- S- NE NE S- NE S- L+
L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+
Roadway improvement and maintenance S- S- S- S- NE S- S- S- S+ NE L+ S- S-
L- L- L- L- L+

Notes:

Adverse effect: -
Beneficial effect: +
Short-term effect: S
Long-term effect: L
No effect: NE
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5.2.5.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS

Generally speaking, cumulative impacts for Group 5 are expected to result in potential adverse, long-term
impacts that are primarily minor in nature and associated with marine infrastructure maintenance and
improvement activities common in the area, such as dredging activities to maintain waterways and boat
slips and activity associated with oil and gas transfer and production (see Table 5.2-10). Long-term
beneficial impacts could result from other activities in the area aimed at coastal restoration. Although
alternatives in Group 5 could result in small incremental contributions to impacts in terrestrial and marine
habitats (potential introduction of invasive species), these projects are proposed by LDWF and would be
included in their ongoing maintenance and monitoring management. Overall, Group 5 alternatives would
incrementally contribute to long-term benefits to socioeconomics, tourism and recreation, and
infrastructure.

5.2.6 Group 6: Atchafalaya Vermilion HUC

Group 6 consists of seven alternatives: one nutrient reduction alternative and six recreational use
alternatives (Table 5.2-11).

5.2.6.1 AFFECTED RESOURCES

Resource impacts associated with Group 6 alternatives are summarized in Table 5.2-11. In general, both
short-term and long-term impacts for Group 6 alternatives are associated with most resources, with the
exception of air quality and invasive species, which would only experience adverse, short-term impacts.
Adverse, long-term effects to resources are expected to be minor, primarily associated with increased
human activity, direct conversion of habitat to small structures, or increased waste or improperly disposed
fishing gear from recreational use. Overall, beneficial long-term impacts are expected for
socioeconomics, tourism and recreation, infrastructure, and public health and safety. Multiple resources
would be affected by short-term impacts during construction.

5.2.6.2 CUMULATIVE ACTION SCENARIOS

Based upon review of information available for Group 6, the types of projects and actions are reflected in
Table 5.2-12.
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Table 5.2-11. Summary of Impacts of Alternatives in Group 6
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Nutrient Reduction and Management on S- S- NE S- S S- NE L- L+ NE NE NE S+ S-
Cropland and Grazing Lands in Iberia, St. Mary, L+ L+ L+ -L+ L+ L+ L+
and Vermilion Parishes
Improvements to Grand Avoille Boat Launch S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ L+ S- NE S-
L- L- L+ L-
Chitimacha Boat Launch S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ S- S- NE S-
L- L- L- L- L+ L+
Palmetto Island State Park Improvements S- S- S- S- NE S- NE L- L+ L+ L+ S- NE S-
L- L- L+ L-
Cypremort Point State Park Improvements S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ L+ S- NE S-
L-+ L-+ L+ L-+
Atchafalaya Delta Wildlife Management Area S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ L+ S- NE S-
Access L- L+ L+ L-
Atchafalaya Delta Wildlife Management Area S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ L+ S- NE S-
Campgrounds L- L- L- L+ L-

Notes:

Adverse effect: -
Beneficial effect: +
Short-term effect: S
Long-term effect: L
No effect: NE
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Table 5.2-12. Other Actions in Group 6 identified for Cumulative Impacts Analysis
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Restoration Related to the DWH Oil Spill
Statewide Atrtificial Reefs S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- NE S- S- S- NE S-
L+ L+ L+ L+ L+
Tourism and Recreation
Park upgrades: walk/bike paths, lighting, S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L+ S- NE S-
boat ramp improvement/maintenance; camp L- L- L- L- L- L+ L+ L+ L+
and cabin improvement, boardwalks
Marine Transportation
Dredging, slip maintenance and S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S+ S- L+ S- NE S-
improvement, bulkheads, breakwaters, L- L- L- L- L+ L- L- L+ L-
propwash
Energy Activities
Oil and gas pipeline and well activity S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- S+ S- S- L- S- NE
L- L- L+ L+/- L+ L-
Marine Mineral Mining, Including Sand and Gravel Mining
Excavation for borrow S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- NE NE NE L- S- NE
L- L- L- L- L- L-
Dredged Material Disposal
Drainage maintenance and improvement S- S- S- S- NE S- NE L- S+ NE L+ S- S- L+
projects L+ L- L+ L+
Levee construction and maintenance S- S- S- S- NE S- S- S- S+ S- L+ S- S- L+
L+/- L+/- L+/- L+/- L+ L+ L+/-
Placement of maintenance and new work S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- NE S- NE S- NE NE
dredged material L- L- L+ L- L- L+/- L+
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Coastal Development and Land Use
Nonstructural risk reduction projects NE NE NE NE NE NE NE NE L+ NE L+ NE NE L+
(CPRA MP)
Marsh creation projects (CPRA MP) S- S- S- S- NE S- S- NE NE S- NE S- NE L+
L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+
Structural protection (CPRA MP) S- S- S- S- NE S- S- S- S+ S- L+ S- L+ L+
L+/- L- L- L- L+ L+
Shoreline protection (CPRA MP) S- S- S- S- S- S- S- NE NE S- NE S- NE L+
L+/- L+/- L+ L+/- L+ L+/- L+ L+
Beneficial use of dredged material S- S- S- S- NE L+ S- S- NE S- NE L+ NE NE
L+ L+ L+ L+
Commercial, residential, and other S- S- S- S- NE S- S- S- S+ NE S- S- S- NE
development L- L- L- L- L+ L- L-
Roadway improvement and maintenance S- S- S- S- NE S- S- S- S+ NE L+ S- S- S-
L- L- L- L- L+/- L+
Fisheries and Aquaculture
Creation and maintenance of crawfish S- S- S- NE NE S- NE NE L+ NE NE NE NE NE
ponds and associated facilities L+

Notes:

Adverse effect: -
Beneficial effect: +
Short-term effect: S
Long-term effect: L
No effect: NE
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5.2.6.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS

In general, cumulative impacts for Group 6 are expected to result in potential adverse, long-term impacts
that are primarily minor in nature and associated with infrastructure improvement and activities common
in the area, such as excavation for borrow material, dredging activities, roadway maintenance and
improvement, and development (see Table 5.2-12). Most of the adverse impacts are associated with
marine activity, oil and gas activity, and drainage/flood protection activity. The alternatives in Group 6
potentially have a small incremental contribution to impacts to geology and substrate, hydrology and
water quality, and terrestrial, coastal-nearshore, and marine habitats. However, it should be noted that
multiple activities within the area, such as marsh creation, beneficial use of dredged material, shoreline
protection, and creation and maintenance of artificial reefs, contribute beneficial impacts to these
resources. Potential long-term contributions to beneficial effects from Group 6 alternatives consists of
socioeconomics, tourism and recreation, land use, and public health and safety.

5.2.7 Group 7: Calcasieu Mermentau HUC

Group 7 consists of four alternatives: two nutrient reduction alternatives and two recreational use
alternatives (Table 5.2-13).

5.2.71 AFFECTED RESOURCES

Resource impacts associated with Group 7 alternatives are summarized in Table 5.2-13. In general, both
short-term and long-term impacts for Group 7 alternatives are associated with most resources, with the
exception of air quality and invasive species, which would only experience adverse, short-term impacts.
Adverse, long-term effects to resources are expected to be minor, primarily associated with increased
human activity, direct conversion of habitat to small structures, or risk of spills from watercraft. Overall,
beneficial long-term impacts are expected for socioeconomics, tourism and recreation, and infrastructure.
Coastal nearshore and marine species may experience minor, adverse, short-term impacts from increased
human activity and loss of small amounts of habitat to structures but would also experience potential
long-term benefits by providing increased habitat for species. Multiple resources would be affected by
short-term impacts during construction.

5.2.7.2 CUMULATIVE ACTION SCENARIOS

Based upon review of information available for Group 7, the types of projects and actions are reflected in
Table 5.2-14.
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Table 5.2-13. Summary of Impacts of Alternatives in Group 7
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Winter Water Holding on Cropland in S- S- NE S- S- S- NE L- L+ NE NE NE S+ S-
Vermilion and Cameron Parishes Plus L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+
Agricultural Best Management Practices
Winter Water Holding on Cropland in St. S- S- NE S- S- S- NE L- L+ NE NE NE S+ S-
Mary, St. Martin, Iberia, Lafayette, Acadia, L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+
and Jefferson Davis Parishes
Sam Houston Jones State Park S- S- S- S- NE S- NE L- L+ L+ S- S- NE S-
Improvements L- L+ L+ L-
Rockefeller Piers and Rockefeller Signage S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L- L+ L+ L+ S- NE S-
L- L+ L-
Notes:

Adverse effect: -
Beneficial effect: +
Short-term effect: S
Long-term effect: L
No effect: NE
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Table 5.2-14. Other Actions in Group 7 Identified for Cumulative Impacts Analysis
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Restoration Related to the DWH Oil Spill
Lake Charles Science Center and S- S- S- S- NE S- L+ NE S+ L+ S- NE NE S-
Educational Complex L- L- L+ L+ L+
Tourism and Recreation
Park upgrades: walk/bike paths, lighting, S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- L+ S- NE S-
boat ramp improvement/maintenance L- L+ L+ L+ L+
Marine Transportation
Dredging, slip maintenance and S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S+ S- L+ S- NE S-
improvement, bulkheads, breakwaters, L- L- L- L- L+ L- L- L+ L-
propwash
Marine Mineral Mining, Including Sand and Gravel Mining
Excavation for borrow S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- NE NE NE L- S- NE
L- L- L- L- L- L-
Dredged Material Disposal
Drainage maintenance and improvement S- S- S- S- NE S- NE L- S+ NE L+ S- S- L+
projects L+ L- L+ L+
Levee construction and maintenance S- S- S- S- NE S- S- S- S+ S- L+ S- S- L+
L+/- L+/- L+/- L+/- L+ L+ L+/-
Placement of maintenance and new work S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S- NE S- NE S- NE NE
dredged material L- L- L+ L- L- L+/- L+
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Coastal Development and Land Use
Nonstructural risk reduction projects NE NE NE NE NE NE NE NE L+ NE L+ NE NE L+
(CPRA MP)
Marsh creation projects (CPRA MP) S- S- S- S- NE S- S- NE NE S- NE S- NE L+
L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+
Ridge restoration S- S- S- S- NE S- S- S- NE NE NE S- NE L+
(CPRA MP) L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+
Hydrologic restoration (CPRA MP) S- S- S- S- NE S- S- S- NE S- S- S- NE L+
L+ L+ L+/- L+/- L- L+ L+ L+
Shoreline protection S- S- S- S- S- S- S- NE NE S- NE S- NE L+
(CPRA MP) L+/- L+/- L+ L+/- L+ L+/- L+ L+
Beneficial use of dredged material S- S- S- S- NE L+ S- S- NE S- NE L+ NE NE
L+ L+ L+ L+
Commercial, residential, and other S- S- S- S- NE S- S- S- S+ NE S- S- S- NE
development L- L- L- L- L+ L- L-
Roadway improvement and maintenance S- S- S- S- NE S- S- S- S+ NE L+ S- S- S-
L- L- L- L- L+/- L+
Agricultural practices, irrigation, harvest, pest S- S- S- NE NE S- NE NE L+ L+ S- S- NE S-
control, cattlewalks, and gator egg harvest L- L- L+

Notes:

Adverse effect: -
Beneficial effect: +
Short-term effect: S
Long-term effect: L
No effect: NE
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5.2.7.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS

Cumulative impacts for Group 7 are generally expected to result in potential adverse, long-term impacts
to the physical and natural environments that are primarily minor in nature and associated with
infrastructure improvement and activities common in the area, such as excavation for borrow material,
dredging activities, agricultural practices, roadway maintenance and improvement, and development.
Long-term beneficial impacts could result from other activities within the area related to coastal
restoration efforts. The alternatives in Group 7 could result in a small incremental contribution to adverse
impacts to geology and substrates, hydrology and water quality, and coastal-nearshore, and marine
habitats. Group 7 alternatives may also result in a small incremental contribution to long-term beneficial
effects to socioeconomics, tourism and recreation, and infrastructure in the area.

5.2.8 Group 8: Lower Red HUC

Group 8 consists of two nutrient reduction alternatives (Table 5.2-15).

5.2.8.1 AFFECTED RESOURCES

Resource impacts associated with Group 8 alternatives are summarized in Table 5.2-15. In general, long-
term impacts for Group 8 alternatives are beneficial for geology and substrates, hydrology and water
quality, coastal and nearshore habitats, terrestrial and migratory bird species, land use and agriculture, and
public health and safety. Adverse, short-term impacts are expected for most resources except for those to
which no impacts are anticipated. Air quality, coastal species, tourism and recreation, and infrastructure
would not be affected by the Group 8 alternatives, thus these categories have been removed from
consideration in Group 8 cumulative effects analysis.

5.2.8.2 CUMULATIVE ACTION SCENARIOS

Based on review of information available for Group 8, the types of projects and actions identified are
summarized in Table 5.2-16.
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Table 5.2-15. Summary of Impacts of Alternatives in Group 8

Alternatives
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Nutrient Reduction on Cropland and Grazing S- S- NE S- S- S- NE L- L+ NE NE NE S+ S-
Land in Concordia, Catahoula, and Tensas L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+
Parishes
Winter Water Holding on Cropland in S- S- NE S- S- S- NE L- L+ NE NE NE S+ S-
Concordia, Tensas, and Catahoula Parishes L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+ L+

Notes:

Adverse effect: -
Beneficial effect: +
Short-term effect: S
Long-term effect: L
No effect: NE

Shaded columns represent resource categories removed from consideration for that group.
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Table 5.2-16. Other Actions in Group 8 Identified for Cumulative Impacts Analysis

Category of Projects Considered for g o
Cumulative Impacts Analysis S = " o
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Tourism and Recreation
Wildlife refuge management activities NE L+/- NE L+ L+/- ‘ L+ L+ L+ NE NE NE
Energy Activities
Oil and gas pipeline activity S- S- S- S- S- S- L- S+ L- S- NE
L- L- L- L+ L+/-
Development and Land Use
Logging activities (silviculture) S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S+ L- NE S-
L- L+/- L+/- L+/- L- L+
Commercial, residential, and other S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S+ S- NE NE
development (rural) L- L- L- L- L- L+ L-
Roadway improvement and maintenance S- S- S- S- S- S- S- S+ S- S- S-
L- L- L+ L+
Agricultural practices, irrigation, harvest, S- S- S- NE S- S- NE S+ S- NE S-
pest control L- L- L+/- L+ L+

Notes:

Adverse effect: -
Beneficial effect: +
Short-term effect: S
Long-term effect: L
No effect: NE

5-35



Louisiana Trustee Implementation Group Final Restoration Plan and Environmental Assessment #4:
Nutrient Reduction (Nonpoint Source) and Recreational Use

5.2.8.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS

Potential cumulative impacts for Group 8 are expected to result in potential adverse, long-term impacts to
physical and environmental resources caused by direct conversion of habitat, primarily associated with
development or oil and gas activities, rural development, and some agricultural practices (Table 5.2-16).
However, the alternatives in Group 8 would not contribute to those adverse impacts. Group 8 alternatives
could provide an incremental contribution to beneficial effects to socioeconomics, land use, agricultural
resources, and public health and safety in the area.
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6 COMPLIANCE WITH OTHER LAWS AND REGULATIONS

In addition to the requirements of OPA and NEPA, other laws may apply to the alternatives in this
RP/EA. The LA TIG would ensure compliance with these relevant authorities, which are listed in
Sections 6.1 and 6.2. Whether, and to what extent, an authority applies to a future project depends on the
specific characteristics of a particular project and the presences of specific resources.

Examples of applicable federal and state laws or federal executive orders include, but are not necessarily
limited to, those listed in this section. Additional federal laws may apply to the alternatives considered in
this RP/EA. Legal authorities applicable to restoration alternative development are fully described in the
context of the DWH restoration planning in the Final PDARP/PEIS, Section 6.9, Compliance with Other
Applicable Authorities, and Final PDARP/PEIS Appendix 6.D, Other Laws and Executive Orders. That

material is incorporated by reference in this section.

6.1 Additional Federal Laws

Additional federal laws may apply to the preferred alternatives considered in this RP/EA. Federal laws,
regulations, and executive orders (EO) that may be applicable include the following:

e [Endangered Species Act (16 USC 1531 et seq.)

e Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (16 USC 1801 et seq.)
e Marine Mammal Protection Act (16 USC 1361 et seq.)

e Coastal Zone Management Act (16 USC 1451 et seq.)

e National Historic Preservation Act (16 USC 470 et seq.)

e Coastal Barrier Resources Act (16 USC 3501 et seq.)

e Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC 703 et seq.)

e Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 USC 668 et seq.)

e C(Clean Air Act (42 USC 7401 et seq.)

e Federal Water Pollution Control Act (CWA) (33 USC 1251 et seq.) and/or Rivers and Harbors
Act (33 USC 401 et seq.)

e Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act (16 USC § 1431 et seq. and 33 USC §1401 et seq.)
e Estuary Protection Act (16 USC 1221-1226)

e Archaeological Resource Protection Act (16 USC 470aa-470mm)

e National Marine Sanctuaries Act (16 USC 1431 et seq.)

e Farmland Protection Policy Act (7 USC §§ 4201 — 4209)

e EO 11988: Floodplain Management (augmented by EO 13690, January 30, 2015)

e EO 11990: Protection of Wetlands

e EO 12898: Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations

e EO 12962: Recreational Fisheries

e EO 13112: Safeguarding the Nation from the Impacts of Invasive Species
e EO 13175: Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments
e EO 13186: Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds
e EO 13693: Planning for Federal Sustainability in the Next Decade
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